fectual. But the debate last summer is not likely to be a one-time occurrence, according to observers, who expect the bruising battles to be a perennial feature of American life as the country gropes toward a balanced budget.
Accompanying the debate about how much to spend on the EPA and OSHA and the scope of their activities is growing congressional interest in how agencies use science to make regulatory decisions. These concerns have helped spawn numerous regulatory reform proposals that would require agencies to issue "decisional criteria" for all major rules that reflect the costs and benefits of the regulation and to conduct peer-reviewed risk assessments based on specifications contained in the legislation. Some proposals would commitment to science quality, and the use of peer review for all ORD research (which includes studying pesticide exposure in children and the effect of chemicals on the endocrine glands) are also generating congressional support.
An EPA official who asked not to be identified said criticism of how the EPA uses science may stem from the research done by EPA program offices that is used to support rules under specific regulatory programs, like the Clean Air Act or the Safe Drinking Water Act. To address quality concerns, EPA Administrator Carol Browner has asked program offices to adopt standard operating procedures for peer review of all research. The emphasis on peer review "is one of the cultural changes occurring in the agency," the source said.
Although programs have been targeted for cuts, Backlund said, which the Clinton administration believes will hinder efforts to improve scientific knowledge about environmental issues. But budget cuts are likely to recur, Backlund said, and agencies will have to constantly assess the efficiency of their programs and eliminate duplication, which are key objectives of the National Science and Technology Council.
The National Association of Manufacturers' Cohen believes improvements in efficiency will help federal agencies, like private businesses, accomplish more in spite of less funding. The private sector has coped with strained resources and learned how to operate more efficiently, Cohen commented, and government will have to do likewise. "We don't accept the premise that the only way government and EPA in particular can do more is by throwing more money at the agency," he said. "Government can do things better and smarter.
Still, the size of the cuts advocated by the House last summer for the EPA and OSHA was "totally without precedent," according to Vice President Gore, and environmental groups, labor unions, and the affected agencies offered dire predictions about the consequences of such cuts. EPA Administrator Browner told reporters last summer that the House's proposed 50% reduction in the Clinton administration's request for enforcement activities would cripple the criminal enforcement program, under which 525 criminal cases were brought in 1994. Browner said funding would be eliminated for local governments to improve drinking water systems, and no new cleanups would occur under the Superfund.
OSHA estimated that reduced funding would cause an additional 50,000 workplace injuries, and Keith Mestrich, an occupational safety and health specialist with the AFL-CIO, predicted more hazardous releases into communities surrounding plants if OSHA's compliance activities are severely curtailed. A strong enforcement program not only identifies companies that don't comply, but also deters businesses from violating OSHA rules, Mestrich said. If businesses know that OSHA will not be able to enforce its rules, companies may have little incentive to comply, he said. The DOE also expressed great alarm at the House's proposal to cut $800 million from the department's $6.6 billion request for its environmental management program, contending that 
